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 Affect regulation research has largely focused on the down-regulation of negative affect, 
whereas studies that examine the up-regulation and maintenance of positive affect have yet to 
clearly distinguish them from down-regulating negative affect. We propose a framework that 
construes affect regulation as tasks and examine whether the three Hedonic Affect Regulation 
Tasks (HeARTs)—down-regulating negative affect, up-regulating positive affect, and 
maintaining positive affect—independently contribute to well-being. For each task, we examined 
individual effects of regulatory processes: motivation, ability, and means (or strategies). In two 
studies (N1 = 260, N2 = 478), we found that after down-regulating negative affect was 
considered, up-regulating and maintaining positive affect both incrementally predicted greater 
well-being. Across the three affect regulation tasks, perceived regulation ability and means 
predicted well-being, whereas motivation did not after controlling for ability and means. The 
current findings provide evidence for the benefits of cultivating positive feelings beyond 
alleviating negative ones. 
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Affect regulation refers to the set of processes involved in modifying the occurrence, 
intensity, and duration of feeling states (Gross, 2014). Affect regulation research has largely 
focused on the down-regulation of negative affect, that is, on reducing feelings such as sadness, 
anxiety, or anger. This emphasis is apparent in major taxonomies of affect regulation strategies 
that almost exclusively focus on strategies to down-regulate negative affect (Larsen, 2000; 
Parkinson & Totterdell, 1999; Thayer, Newman, & McClain, 1994). For example, Parkinson and 
Totterdell’s (1999) taxonomy concerns strategies to improve affect “when experiencing an 
unpleasant mood or emotion” (p. 282). Emphasis on the down-regulation of affect is also 
apparent in empirical work. In a meta-analysis on affect regulation, 286 out of 306 experiments 
(94%) concerned the down-regulation of negative affect and, of the remaining 20 studies, most 
examined the down-regulation of positive affect (Webb, Miles, & Sheeran, 2012). There is a 
growing body of research on happiness and positive intervention that investigates processes 
involved in up-regulating positive affect and their relation with well-being (Bryant & Veroff, 
2017; Quoidbach, Mikolajczak, & Gross, 2015; Sin & Lyubomirsky, 2009a). However, studies 
of happiness and studies of affect regulation are largely independent lines of research, with little 
in the way of cross-talk. The present research attempts an integrative analysis of the processes 
involved in regulating negative affect (NA) and regulating positive affect (PA). Our studies are 
animated by the question, can individuals attain greater well-being by regulating both PA and 
NA? 
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Figure 1 presents the framework for integrating research on regulating PA and NA that 
guides the present studies, and specifies the terminology used here. Affect regulation forms part 
of the larger processes of self-regulation and goal pursuit (Tamir & Mauss, 2011; Webb, Gallo, 
Miles, Gollwitzer, & Sheeran, 2012). People have desired affective outcomes (moods and 
emotions they wish to experience) in much the same way that they desire particular behavioral 
outcomes (goals they wish to achieve or actions they wish to instigate). As the present research 
concerns well-being, we assume that the key desired outcomes are greater PA and well-being 
(e.g., increased happiness and life satisfaction) and less NA and ill-being (e.g., reduced 
depression, anxiety, or stress). Evidence suggests that PA and mental health are not the mere 
opposite or absence of NA and mental illness (Diener & Emmons; 1984; Schmuckle, Egloff, & 
Burns, 2002; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988; Westerhof & Keyes, 2010; however, see Donald 
& Peter, 1999), warranting the assessments of both types of well-being outcomes. Of course, 
people may engage in contra-hedonic affect regulation in pursuit of behavioral goals (e.g., 
increase anger to benefit competitive performance; see Tamir, Mitchell, & Gross, 2008). 
However, the present research focuses on hedonic affect regulation and so the outcomes 
examined here are PA and NA and related well-being indicators. 
 Figure 1 decomposes affect regulation into three ‘tasks.’ There are two overarching 
tasks—to change affect (i.e., modify the occurrence or intensity of affect) or to maintain affect 
(prolong ongoing affect without changing its intensity). Changing affect can involve up-
regulation (increase intensity) or down-regulation (decrease intensity). Hedonic affect regulation 
tasks (HeARTs) can thus be seen to involve down-regulating NA and up-regulating or 
maintaining PA.  
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Down-regulation and up-regulation tasks are activated when a discrepancy between 
current affect and desired affect is detected (Gross, 2015). Thus, NA triggers down-regulation 
whereas neutral affect, mild PA, and moderate PA can each trigger up-regulation. We assume 
that very intense PA cannot be further increased, and so very intense PA does not trigger up-
regulation. Affect intensity here is not synonymous with arousal, as people can feel intense low 
arousal PA such as “very serene.” In line with control theory (Powers, 1973), the task of affect 
maintenance is activated when there is a threat to the ongoing alignment of current affect and 
desired affect; the goal is to ensure that current affect does not fall below its current intensity. 
Thus, mildly positive, moderately positive, and very positive affect can each trigger the task of 
affect maintenance (Wegener & Petty, 1994; Isen, 2001).  
Consistent with classic accounts of self-regulation (e.g., Custers & Aarts, 2010) and 
contemporary accounts of affect regulation (e.g., Tamir & Mauss, 2011), the key processes 
involved in regulating affect concern the person’s motivation and ability to manage their affect, 
and the selection of suitable means (strategies) to accomplish this task. Collectively, these 
processes determine whether affective outcomes are modulated effectively.  
Most people desire happiness (Diener, Suh, Smith, & Shao, 1995), and generally want to 
attain pleasant feelings and avoid unpleasant feelings (e.g., Tamir et al., 2017). These 
motivations, in turn, lead to engagement in HeARTs. Empirical evidence has linked motivation 
to successful regulation and well-being. For example, hedonic motives have been associated with 
PA and life satisfaction (Huta & Ryan, 2010). Meta-analytic and experimental evidence 
(Lyubomirsky,  Dickerhoof, Boehm, & Sheldon, 2011; Sin & Lyubomirsky, 2009) suggests that 
individuals who self-selected to participate in happiness interventions (and presumably have 
higher motivation to be happy) experienced a larger short-term and long-term boost in well-
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being compared to non-self-selected participants (and presumably have lower motivation). The 
evidence therefore suggests that people regulate their affect in accordance with hedonic goals 
(e.g. Webb et al., 2012). 
However, without the ability and means to pursue regulation goals (e.g. Catalino, Algoe, 
& Fredrickson, 2014), motivation may have no effect (Lyubormisky et al., 2011) and could even 
backfire by reducing well-being (Mauss, Tamir, Anderson, & Savino, 2011). Ability may entail 
the capacity to identify and timely utilize regulatory opportunities (Sheppes & Meiran, 2007), the 
deployment of regulatory resources such as working memory (Opitz, Lee, Gross, & Urry, 2014), 
self-control (Baumeister, Vohs, & Tice, 2007), or social network (Opitz, Gross, & Urry, 2012); 
and the efficient use of those resources (e.g., forming an implementation intention; Hallam et al., 
2015; Schweiger & Gollwitzer, 2007). As it is difficult to obtain objective assessments of a 
person’s ability to regulate affect in general, researchers have used self-report measures such as 
self-efficacy (Tamir & Mauss, 2011) or perceived ability (Niven, Totterdell, Miles, Webb, & 
Sheeran, 2013) to regulate affect. Lower perceived regulation ability has been associated with 
higher resource depletion (lower blood glucose) post regulation, thus lending validity to self-
reports of perceived ability (Niven, Totterdell, Miles, Webb, & Sheeran, 2013). Moreover, 
greater perceived regulation ability has been linked to beneficial affect-related outcomes such as 
resilience (Mestre, Núñez-Lozano, Gómez-Molinero, Zayas, & Guil, 2017), well-being (Côté, 
Gyurak, & Levenson, 2014), and high-quality social interaction (Lopes et al., 2004). 
Finally, the individual must select suitable means, or strategies, to regulate affect. 
According to the Process Model (Gross, 2014), the variety of means can be classified into five 
groups: situation selection, situation modification (choosing to approach, avoid, or alter an 
affect-evoking situation), attention deployment (choosing to attend to or ignore the affect-
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evoking situation or stimulus), cognitive change (changing the interpretation of the stimulus or 
situation), and response modulation (modifying the physiological, behavioral, and experiential 
responses). These means have different consequences for affective outcomes (e.g. Webb et al., 
2012). For example, compared to suppressing emotional expression, reappraising emotion-
evoking event is generally more effective in decreasing NA, increasing PA, and lessening 
physiological activation (Gross, 2013). For those who have emotionally reactive and poor at 
regulating their affect, situation selection is particularly effective (Webb, Lindquist, Jones, 
Avishai, & Sheeran, 2018). Altogether, the flexible employment of appropriate means is 
important for successful regulation. 
Although the affect regulation literature has predominantly focused on the down-
regulation of NA, a review by Quoidbach and colleagues (2015) suggests that the Process Model 
can also apply to strategies used in positive psychology interventions to enhance happiness. 
Positive psychology research has identified various effective strategies to up-regulate or maintain 
PA. For example, tendencies to use savoring strategies (e.g. expressing positive affect, being 
present, sharing positive things with other people, thinking about past or future pleasant 
events)—which aim to increase and prolong pleasant feelings—have been associated with higher 
levels of state and trait PA and life satisfaction (Quoidbach, Berry, Hansenne, & Mikolajczak, 
2010; Jose, Lim, & Bryant, 2012). Using factor analysis, Livingstone & Srivastava (2012) have 
also identified three groups of strategies to “create, prolong, and enhance” PA, including 
engagement, betterment, and indulgence, and observed that they were associated with greater 
well-being. Experimentally, positive intervention studies shows that enacting effective strategies 
to up-regulate and maintain PA has led to enhanced PA and well-being (Quoidbach et al., 2015; 
Sin & Lyubomirsky, 2009). Despite numerous studies in positive psychology on the regulation 
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of PA the tasks of up-regulating and maintaining PA have not been clearly distinguished from 
the task of down-regulating NA. It is uncertain whether up-regulating and maintaining PA 
promotes well-being above and beyond down-regulating NA.  
Using the HeARTs framework, we aimed to answer the question: do up-regulating and 
maintaining PA contribute to well-being beyond down-regulating NA? To do this, we conducted 
two main studies and two pilot studies. Study 1 aimed to examine the effect of the three HeARTs 
on well-being using a within-participant design, while encompassing motivation and ability as 
important regulatory processes. The next two studies were pilots that aimed to develop a measure 
of means that people use for each regulation tasks. Study 2 aimed to replicate and expand upon 
Study 1 using a between-participants design. We again examined the relationships between three 
HeARTs and well-being indices, while measuring motivation, ability, and means as key 
regulatory processes. 
  







In Study 1, we examined whether up-regulating PA from neutral affect, mildly positive 
affect, and moderately positive affect triggers and maintaining mildly, moderately, and very 
intense PA predict well-being above and beyond down-regulating negative affect. In a within-
participant design, each participant self-reported all the regulation tasks across multiple triggers. 
We only focused on the role of motivation and ability in order to minimize participants’ burden. 
The well-being indices comprised measures of positive (positive affect, emotional, 
psychological, and social well-being) and negative (negative affect, depression, anxiety, and 
stress) mental health.  
Method 
Participants. Participants (N = 304) from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) took part 
in the study for $1.10. MTurk samples have produced data that are equally reliable to traditional 
recruitment methods while providing greater demographic diversity (Buhrmester, Kwang, & 
Gosling, 2011). After excluding 44 participants who failed attention checks (see supplemental 
materials for details), there were 260 participants (51.9% female) whose age ranged from 19 to 
76 years old (M = 37.80, SD = 11.96). The majority of participants self-identified as 
White/Caucasian (78.8%), and the remaining participants were Black/African American (8.8%), 
East or South Asian (4.5%), Native American (1.9%), and other ethnicities (1.5%). 
Materials and Procedures. This study followed a within-subjects design. Each 
participant responded to questionnaires in seven task conditions: down-regulate NA, up-regulate 
PA from neutral affect, up-regulate PA from mildly positive affect, up-regulate PA from 
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moderately positive affect, maintain mild PA, maintain moderate PA, and maintain very intense 
PA. Participants were given examples of PA (e.g., amusement, awe, joy, gratitude, hope, 
inspiration, interest, love, excitement, pride, compassion, and serenity) and NA (e.g., anger, 
shame, fear, anxiety, hate, disgust, embarrassment, guilt, sadness, and stress) they may feel in 
everyday life. They then reported their motivation and ability to (i) down-regulate NA, (ii) up-
regulate PA, and (iii) maintain PA:  
(i) For down-regulating NA, participants rated their motivation and ability to “feel 
more positive” when they feel “negative”.  
(ii) For up-regulating PA, participants rated their motivation and ability to “feel more 
positive” when they feel “neutral”, “OK or mildly positive”, and “moderately 
positive”.  
(iii) For maintaining PA, participants rated their motivation and ability to “maintain 
your feelings” when they feel “OK or mildly positive”, “moderately positive, and 
“very positive.” 
The order of these seven task conditions was first randomized by affective triggers (i.e., 
negative, neutral, mildly positive, moderately positive, and very positive affect) and then by 
regulation goals (i.e., up-regulate or maintain PA). Next, participants completed measures of 
positive well-being indices (PA, emotional, psychological, and social well-being) and negative 
well-being indices (NA, depression, anxiety, and stress). They then provided demographic 
information and read the debriefing statement. 
Regulation motivation. The motivation to down-regulate NA, up-regulate PA, or 
maintain PA was assessed by three items: “How motivated are you to [improve your mood/ 
maintain those feelings]?” (1 = not at all motivated; 7 = extremely motivated), “How much do 
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you want to [feel better/ maintain those feelings]?” (1 = not at all; 7 = very much) and “How 
important is it you to [feel more positive/ maintain those feelings]?” (1 = not at all important; 7 
= very important). All items were preceded by “When you are feeling [affective states]…” The 
measure showed good reliability across tasks and triggers (αs > .83). 
Regulation ability. We adapted three items from Niven et al. (2013) to measure ability to 
down-regulate NA, up-regulate PA, or maintain PA. These items were “How good are you at 
making yourself [feel more positive/ maintain those feelings]?”,“How difficult do you find it to 
[feel more positive/ maintain those feelings]?”, and “How successful are you at [feeling more 
positive/ maintaining those feelings]?” (1 = not at all; 7 = very). All items were preceded by 
“When you are feeling [affective state]” The measure showed acceptable reliability across tasks 
and triggers (αs ≥ .70). 
Positive and Negative Affect. Affect were measured using two scales. The Positive and 
Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) assesses high arousal PA 
and NA. Participants indicated the extent to which they “generally feel” 10 positive emotions 
(e.g., interested, excited, strong, enthusiastic, and proud; α = .91) and 10 negative emotions (e.g., 
distressed, upset, guilty, scared, and hostile; α = .93) on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = very slightly 
or not at all, 5 = extremely).  
The modified Differential Affect Scale (mDES; Fredrickson, 2013) additionally includes 
low arousal positive emotions (e.g. serenity, calm) and low arousal NA (e.g. sad, unhappy), thus 
supplementing the PANAS. The mDES measures how frequently participants experienced each 
of the 10 negative emotions (e.g. guilty, hate, sad, scared, and stressed; αnegative = .85) and 11 
positive emotions (e.g. awe, hopeful, inspired, interested, joyful, contentment, and love; α = .89) 
in the past two weeks on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = never, 5 = most of the time).  
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Depression, Anxiety, and Stress. Depression, Anxiety, and Stress symptoms were 
assessed using three 7-item subscales from the Depression Anxiety Stress Scales - Short Form 
(DASS21; Antony et al., 1998). Participants rated how often experiences of depression, anxiety, 
and stress applied to them over the past week using a four-point Likert scale (0 = did not apply to 
me at all, 3 = applied to me very much). The DASS subscales showed good internal consistency 
(αdepression=.94, αanxiety=.84, αstress=.90). 
Emotional, Psychological, and Social Well-being. The 14-item Mental Health 
Continuum-Short Form (MHC-SF; Keyes, 2008) assesses positive mental health on three 
dimensions: (1) emotional well-being (EWB; 3 items), representing positive feelings and 
satisfaction with life, (2) psychological well-being (PWB; 5 items) representing positive 
psychological functioning in individuals, and (3) social well-being representing positive 
functioning in community life (SWB; 6 items). Participants rated how frequently they experience 
certain feelings in the past month on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (every day). We 
calculated mean scores for each dimension. The three subscales showed good reliability (αEWB = 
.90, αSWB =.84, αSWB = .88). 
Analytic approach. All analyses were performed using SPSS 24. We first calculated 
composite variables that represented the positive well-being indices and negative well-being 
indices. We did this by conducting an exploratory factor analysis using Maximum Likelihood for 
positive (PA measured via PANAS and mDES, and emotional, psychological, and social well-
being) and negative indices (NA measured via PANAS and mDES, anxiety, depression, stress), 
and saved factor scores with regression method for further analyses. Oblimin rotation allowed 
these well-being factors to be correlated with one another. 
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A series of hierarchical regression models were used to investigate whether the processes 
of up-regulating or maintaining PA at different trigger affective states predicted positive and 
negative well-being controlling for down-regulating NA. Well-being composite scores 
representing positive and negative well-being indices were regressed on motivation and ability to 
reduce NA in Step 1, and on motivation and ability to up-regulate or maintain PA for each 
affective trigger ranging from “neutral” to “very positive” in Step 2. As the study used within-
participant design, analyses were repeated on the same set of data. Therefore, to control for 
multiple testing, we employed the Holm-Bonferroni method (Holm, 1979) to correct p-values. 
Results 
Calculation of composite scores for positive and negative well-being indices. The 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .90, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 
significant (χ2 (45) = 2150.11, p < .001). An Eigenvalue cut-off of 1.0 and scree plot indicated a 
two-factor solution, which explained 59.69% and 17.46% of the variance, respectively. The first 
factor consisted of positive indices (PANAS-PA, mDES-PA, EWB, PWB, SWB), and the second 
consisted of negative outcome measures (PANAS-NA, mDES-NA, depression, anxiety, stress; 
see Table S1 in the online supplemental materials). Factor loadings were above .73 for positive 
well-being and .59 for negative well-being, and the scales were reliable (αs = .91 for both 
factors). Composite scores for both factors were then used in subsequent analyses. 
Correlations between affect regulation tasks and well-being indices. Table 1 shows 
zero-order correlations between affect regulatory processes and composite well-being indices. 
Table S2, S3, and S4 in the Online Supplemental Materials (OSM) contain additional descriptive 
statistics and zero-order correlations among affect regulatory processes and all well-being 
indices. The processes of down-regulating NA (motivation and ability) were associated with high 
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levels of positive indices (r range = .16 to .59) and lower levels of negative indices (r range = -
.56. to -.11). Across triggers, the processes of up-regulating PA were also correlated with 
positive indices (r range = 15. to .54), but only perceived ability to up-regulate was consistently 
related to negative indices (r range = -.49 to -.18). Finally, maintaining PA at various triggers 
was also related to well-being, but correlations were mainly significant for perceived ability 
(rpositive range = .39 to .53; rnegative range = -.52 to -.26).  
Does down-regulating NA predict well-being? Table 1 shows the p-corrected results 
from regressions of the positive well-being factor and negative well-being factor, respectively, 
on motivation and perceived ability to perform three regulation tasks. The combination of ability 
and motivation to down-regulate NA strongly predicted both positive well-being (R2 = .40, p < 
.001) and negative well-being (R2 = .27, p <.001) at step 1. Perceived ability, but not motivation, 
to down-regulate NA, was associated with both positive (β = .40, p < .001) and negative well-
being (β = -.36, p < .001). After controlling for up-regulating or maintaining PA, these 
associations remained significant (positive well-being: Mean β = .29, range = .28 to .31, ps < 
.001; negative well-being: Mean β = .27, range = .23 to .32, ps < .001). Thus, down-regulating 
NA was an important predictor of positive and negative well-being indices on its own and after 
taking account of up-regulating and maintaining PA.  
Does up-regulating PA predict well-being beyond down-regulating NA? Entry of up-
regulating PA (ability and motivation) at step 2 significantly improved models’ prediction of 
both positive well-being (Mean ΔR2 = .05, range = .04 to .06, ps < .001) and negative well-being 
(Mean ΔR2 = .04, ranging from .03 to .05, ps < .05). Motivation to up-regulate PA was not 
significantly associated with positive well-being (Mean β = .06, range =.08 to .11, ps > .10) or 
negative well-being (Mean β = .16, range =.15 to .18, ps > .10). However, perceived ability to 
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up-regulate PA consistently predicted higher levels of positive well-being (Mean β = .24, ranging 
from .23 to .27, ps < .001). However, only perceived ability to up-regulate PA from mildly 
positive affect, relative to neutral affect or moderately positive affect, was significantly related to 
lower levels of negative well-being (mean β = -.23, ranging from -.19 to -.30). 
Does maintaining PA predicted well-being beyond down-regulating NA? 
Maintaining positive affect (motivation and ability) also significantly predicted positive well-
being (mean ΔR2 = .08, ranging from .05 to .10, ps < .001) and negative well-being (mean ΔR2 = 
.07, ranging from .05 to .10, ps < .001) after down-regulating NA had been taken into account. In 
general, motivation to maintain PA did not predict higher levels of positive well-being (Mean β = 
.06, ranging from -.02 to .09, ps > .10). Interestingly, motivation to maintain mild PA was 
associated with poorer negative well-being (β = .16, p < .01), while motivation to maintain 
moderately or very intense PA was not (Mean β = .09, ps > .10). By contrast, perceived ability to 
maintain PA strongly predicted higher positive well-being (Mean β = .30, ranging from .27 to .33, 
ps < .001) and lower negative well-being (Mean β = -.29, ranging from -.27 to -.34, ps < .05). 
We also ran models that include interaction terms between motivation and ability to 
regulate affect and found no significant interaction after correcting for multiple comparisons (see 
Table S5). Models that control for the effect age and gender shows similar results (see Table S6). 
We also tested and found similar patterns of associations between regulation tasks and individual 
indices (see Table S7 and S8). Finally, we compared the incremental effect of up-regulation and 
maintenance tasks on positive and negative well-being by estimating their differences in mean 
ΔR2 using nonparametric bootstrapping. The results showed no differences in their effect sizes.  
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Discussion 
 Study 1 aimed to determine whether up-regulating or maintaining PA contributes to well-
being above and beyond down-regulating NA. The results showed that down-regulation of NA is 
a robust predictor of both positive and negative well-being indices, consistent with the focus of 
most previous research on down-regulating NA (e.g. Webb et al., 2012). However, beyond 
down-regulating NA, up-regulating and maintaining PA both improved the prediction of positive 
well-being and negative well-being. Among regulatory processes, greater perceived ability 
predicted higher levels of positive indices and lower levels of negative indices. Motivation was 
mostly not associated with well-being after controlling for ability. One exception was motivation 
to maintain mild PA, which predicted higher levels of negative indices. However, because this 
relationship was not observed in other regulation tasks with different affective triggers, further 
replication is needed to confirm this effect. 
Study 1 has two important limitations. First, we did not measure the means (or strategies) 
that people use to regulate their NA and PA, and so the study misses an important component of 
the regulatory processes. Second, as Study 1 used a within-subject design; participants may 
experience fatigue and boredom answering variations of the same set of questions multiple times, 
thereby potentially influencing their responses. We therefore conducted a second study using a 
between-participants design to overcome this limitation. 
  






PILOT STUDY 1 
A survey of the literature revealed that most lists of affect regulation means concern how 
people down-regulate NA (e.g. Parkinson & Tortedell, 1999), and none have comprehensively 
included means for down-regulating NA and up-regulating or maintaining PA. To identify the 
means used to perform the three HeARTs, in Pilot Study 1, we randomized people to open-
endedly listing the means they used for one of these three regulation tasks. For up-regulating PA 
specifically, we chose to ask participants to list strategies they use to enhance pleasant feelings 
from a baseline state, which tends to be mildly positive (Diener, Kanazawa, Suh, & Oishi, 2015), 
in order to target both the creation and enhancement of PA.  
Method 
Participants. Participants were recruited from MTurk and compensated $.15 for their 
participation. Six hundred and nineteen participants completed this study; 12 were excluded for 
giving uncodeable responses, leaving 607 participants (35.7% female) with age ranging from 18 
to 72 years old (Mage = 37.55, SDage = 12.46). The majority of participants self-identified as 
White/Caucasian (77.1%), and the remaining participants were Black/African American (9.2%), 
East or South Asian (8.5%), and other ethnicities (5.2%). 
Materials and Procedures. After providing online consent, participants were randomly 
assigned to list their means to perform three regulation tasks in response to open-ended prompts:  
(i) Down-regulating NA: “When you are feeling bad or negative, what do you do or 
think to feel more positive?” 
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(ii) Up-regulating PA: “When you are feeling OK or mildly positive, what do you do or 
think to feel more positive?” 
(iii) Maintaining PA: “When you are feeling good or positive, what do you do or think to 
maintain those feelings?” 
Finally, participants provided their demographic information before reading a debriefing 
statement.  
Results 
A coding scheme for affect regulation means was developed. To condense overlapping 
responses and redundancies, we combined specific means into broader means. For example, 
thinking about my mom or thinking about my children were counted as “think about other 
people.” This yielded 60 distinct means that were used. We supplemented this bottom-up list 
with a top-down approach by surveying the literature to identify additional strategies not 
mentioned by participants. From the literature we gathered additional means that were not 
spontaneously generated by participants such as expressive suppression (Gross & John, 2003), 
capitalization (Gable & Reis, 2010), praise-seeking, changing conversation topic, rising to the 
challenge (Livingstone & Srivastava, 2015), avoiding unpleasant tasks, and avoiding dealing 
with a problem (Moos, 1988). The final list comprised 69 means and is reported (See Table S15). 
Once the list has been compiled, we tried to organize the means and found that the 
process-model of affect regulation (Gross, 1998) described the data well. Accordingly, we 
categorized strategies into situation selection and situation modification (seek out and spend time 
with friend/positive people, eat something delicious, etc.), attention deployment (e.g. think about 
a pleasant past time), cognitive change (e.g. look on the bright side of a situation), and response 
modulation (e.g. smile, laugh, or express positive affect). 
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Since responding to 69 items would be burdensome, we conducted Pilot Study 2 to reduce the 
number of items in our measure of affect regulation means. 
 
  






PILOT STUDY 2 
Method 
Participants. 230 MTurkers took part in this study for $.50. After excluding 13 
participants who fail attention checks and 2 additional participants who showed a pattern of blind 
responding, we have a total of 215 remaining participants (109 females), whose age ranged from 
19 to 81 years old (M = 36.32, SD = 11.85). Participants self-identified as White/Caucasian 
(78.9%), Black/African American (9.9%), East or South Asian (5.2%), Native American (1.4%), 
and other ethnicities (4.7%).  
Materials & Procedures. Participants were randomly assigned to report how frequently 
they used each of the 69 means identified in Pilot 1 for one of the three task conditions:  
(i) Down-regulating NA: “When you are feeling bad or negative, how often do you 
use these strategies to feel more positive?” (1 = Never, 7 = Every time; α =.97).  
(ii) Up-regulating PA: “When you are feeling OK or mildly positive, how often do 
you use these strategies to feel more positive?” (1 = Never, 7 = Every time; α 
=.96).  
(iii) Maintaining PA: “When you are feeling good, or positive, how often do you use 
these strategies to maintain those feelings?” (1 = Never, 7 = Every time; α =.96).  
Finally, they provided demographic information and read the debriefing statement. 
Results 
For each of the task conditions, the scores of 69 means were averaged for each individual 
to compute a 69-item “means” score. In order to reduce the 69-item measure to a shorter scale, 
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we selected a subset of 25 items (see Table S16) and computed a 25-item “means” score. The 25 
items were selected to reflect the diversity of means, maintain an equal representation of the five 
stages of regulation in the process model, and retain high correlation between the 25-item scale 
and the 69-item scale. The resulting 25-item scale was extremely highly correlated with the 69-
item scale (rdown-regulation = .97, r up-regulation =.96, rmaintentance =.96). Therefore, we used the 25-item scale 
versions to capture people’s affect regulation means in Study 2. 
  







In this study, we aimed to replicate and expand upon Study 1 by examining whether the 
tasks (including processes such as motivation, ability, and means) of up-regulating and 
maintaining PA predict well-being above and beyond down-regulating NA. Each participant 
responded to questionnaires about the tasks of regulating NA and PA. We randomized 
participants to one of the four task conditions, where they responded to questionnaire on (i) up-
regulating PA from a neutral affective state (ii) up-regulating PA from a mildly positive affect, 
(iii) maintaining mildly positive affect, or (iv) maintaining moderately or very positive affect. 
Since very intense PA is rarely experienced and has little impact on overall well-being (Diener, 
Sandvik, & Pavot, 2009), we combined moderately and very positive affect into one affective 
category in the current study. To mitigate boredom or fatigue, we used a between-participant 
design, whereby participants were randomized to the above four task conditions. To increase 
generalizability, except for PA and NA, we used slightly different well-being measures from 
Study 1. 
Method 
Participants. MTurkers (N = 503) participated and received a $1.75 compensation. We 
excluded 5 participants who took unusually little time to complete the survey (less than five 
minutes; M = 15 minutes) and 20 participants who failed attention checks (see details in OSM). 
This resulted in 478 participants (269 female), with age ranging from 19 to 77 years old (M = 
37.31, SD = 11.50). Participants self-identified as White/Caucasian (82.7%), Black/African 
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American (6.90%), East or South Asian (6.70%), Native American (.40%), and other ethnicities 
(2.90%).  
Materials and Procedures. Participants rated their motivation, ability, and means to 
“feel more positive” when feeling “negative” (down-regulate NA) and to: 
(i) “feel more positive” when feeling “neutral” (up-regulate PA) 
(ii) “feel more positive” when feeling “mildly positive” (up-regulate PA) 
(iii) “maintain those feelings” when feeling “mildly positive” (maintain PA) 
(iv) “maintain those feelings” when feeling “moderately or very positive” (maintain 
PA) 
Questionnaires on down-regulating NA and regulating PA (up-regulating or maintaining) 
were displayed in a counterbalanced order. Afterwards, participants completed a series of 
questionnaires assessing positive well-being indices (PA, life satisfaction, and subjective 
happiness) and negative well-being indices (NA, depression, and anxiety) before providing 
demographic information and reading the debriefing statement. 
Regulation motivation. We used the same 3-items measure for motivation as Study 1 (αs 
≥ .84). 
Regulation ability. We used the same 3-items measure for affect regulation ability in 
Study 1. The measures had adequate internal consistency (αs ≥ .75), except for ability to up-
regulate PA from a neutral state (α = .59). 
Regulation means. The frequency participants used different means to regulate their 
affect was measured using the 25-item scale derived from the previous two pilot studies. The 
measure demonstrated good internal consistency across affect regulation tasks and triggers (αs ≥ 
.87). 
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PA and NA. Similar to Study 1, PA and NA were assessed using the two scales, the PA 
and NA Schedule (αPE = .93, αNE = .94) and the modified Differential Affect Scale (αPE = .93, 
αNE = .93). 
Life satisfaction. The satisfaction with life scale is a reliable and valid 5-item instrument 
that measures the judgment of global life satisfaction (Diener et al., 1985). Participants 
responded to statement such as “I am satisfied with life” on a 7-point scale from 1 (Strongly 
disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). The scale demonstrated good internal consistency (α = .92). 
Subjective Happiness. The subjective happiness scale is a 4-item instrument 
(Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999; Two items ask participants to give absolute ratings or rating 
relative to peer on their happiness, and the remaining two items briefly describe the 
characteristics of an unhappy and happy person and ask participants the extent to which these 
characterizations apply to them. The scale was reliable here (α = .92). 
Depression. Depression was measured using the 20-item Center for Epidemiological 
Studies Depression scale (CES-D; Radloff, 1977; α = .95). Participants rated statements 
assessing depressive symptoms over the past week on a 4-point scale, ranging from 0 (rarely or 
none of the time) to 3 (most or almost most of the time). 
Anxiety. Trait anxiety was assessed using a 20-item trait subscale from the State-Trait 
Anxiety Inventory (STAI; Spielberger, Gorsuch, Lushene, Vagg, & Jacobs, 1983). Participants 
rated statement such as “I worry too much over something that really doesn’t matter” on a 4-
point scale from “Almost Never” to “Almost Always.” The scale showed excellent internal 
consistency in the current sample (α = .96). 
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Results 
Similar to Study 1, we calculated composite variables that represented positive well-
being (PA, life satisfaction, subjective happiness) and negative well-being (NA, depression, and 
anxiety) using factor analysis function in SPSS. Factor loadings were all above .79, and the 
scales were reliable (αs = .87 and .95, for positive and negative well-being, respectively). Factor 
scores were saved for subsequent analyses.  
Correlations between affect regulation tasks and well-being indices. Table 2 shows 
the zero-order correlations between affect regulatory processes (motivation, ability, and means) 
and composite well-being measures (see Table S9, S10, and S11 for additional descriptive 
statistics and raw correlations among all well-being measures and affect regulation processes). 
For the task of down-regulating NA, motivation, ability, and means were each associated with 
positive indices (rmotivation range = .26 to .41, rability range = .51 to .66, rmeans range = .47 to .60) and 
negative indices (rmotivation range = -.34 to -.24, rability range = -.69 to -.52, rmeans range = -.43 to -.28). 
For the task of up-regulating PA, ability was also associated with positive well-being (r range = 
.21 to .36) and negative well-being (r range = -.56 to -.37); motivation was significantly 
associated with positive indices (r range = .21 to .38) but not with negative indices (r range = .01 
to -.18), and means were correlated with positive indices (r range = .21 to .50) and negative 
indices (r range = -.13 to -.28). Ability to maintain PA was associated with both well-being 
indices (rpositive range = .42 to .70, rnegative range = -.49 to -.71) but motivation to maintain PA was 
not. Means to maintain mildly, moderately, and very positive affect was associated with positive 
well-being (r range = .16 to .55), but only means to maintain mild PA was associated with 
negative indices (r range = -.09 to -.26). 
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Does the motivation and ability to up-regulate or maintain PA predict well-being 
beyond motivation and ability to down-regulate NA? To replicate the results of Study 1, we 
first regressed composite scores of positive and negative well-being indices on motivation and 
ability to reduce NA in Step 1, and on motivation and ability to up-regulate or to maintain PA in 
Step 2 (Table 2).  
In line with Study 1’s findings, down-regulating NA was a powerful predictor of positive 
(ΔR2 = .42) and negative well-being (ΔR2 = .41). Despite these strong associations, in three out 
of four conditions, up-regulating or maintaining PA improve the prediction of positive well-
being (ΔR2up-regulate range = .09 to .12, ΔR2maintain range = 0.10 to .14) and negative well-being 
(ΔR2up-regulate range = .04 to .09, ΔR2maintain range = 0.02 to .10). The exception was motivation and 
ability to maintain mild PA which did not predict positive well-being (ΔR2 = 0.01, p = .25) and 
marginally significantly predicted negative well-being (ΔR2 = 0.02, p = .050).  
Similar to Study 1, perceived ability to down-regulate NA predicted well-being 
(βpositiveWB= .59, βnegativeWB = .65). Likewise, ability to up-regulate or to maintain PA generally 
predicted positive well-being (βup-regulate range = .25 to .34, βmaintain range = .14 to .45) and negative 
well-being (βup-regulate range = -.36 to -.26, βmaintain range = -.44 to -.21).  Consistent with Study 1’s 
findings, motivation to regulate NA and PA was generally unrelated to positive well-being (β 
range = -.07 to .16) and negative well-being (β range = -.03 to .10) after ability was taken into 
account. 
Do findings remain the same when means (strategies) are considered? To test 
whether adding regulation means influences the findings, we regressed individual composite 
scores of positive and negative well-being on motivation, ability, and means to down-regulate 
NA in step 1 and motivation, ability, and means to up-regulate or maintain PA as predictors in 
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step 2 (Table 3). The same models controlling for age and gender shows similar findings (see 
Tables S12). Although in some conditions, the correlations between means to down-regulate NA 
and up-regulate or maintain PA were highly correlated (r = .79), this did not cause serious 
multicollinearity problems (VIFs < 4; Rogerson, 2001).  Even after adding means to the 
regression, the processes of up-regulating or maintaining PA, including means, still significantly 
improved the prediction of positive well-being (ΔR2up-regulate range = .08 to .09, ΔR2maintain range = 
.04 to .14) and negative well-being (ΔR2up-regulate range = .05 to .09, ΔR2maintain range = .04 to .11) 
above and beyond down-regulating NA. 
Means to down-regulate NA predicted positive well-being for the entire sample and after 
controlling for up-regulating PA from neutral affect and maintaining mild. Additionally, means 
to up-regulate PA from mildly positive affect and to maintain mildly positive affect was 
associated with positive well-being. However, the general pattern of prediction by motivation 
and ability did not change after the addition of regulation means. We ran additional models for 
individual indices which yielded similar patterns of results (see Tables S13 and S14).  
Discussion  
Study 2 replicated the results of the Study 1 by using a between-participant design and 
including means as part of the affect regulation processes. Down-regulating NA strongly 
predicted both positive and negative well-being. Notwithstanding the powerful associations 
observed for down-regulating NA, findings showed that up-regulating and maintaining PA 
generally improved the prediction of positive and negative well-being. Maintaining and up-
regulating PA (motivation, ability, and means) independently contributed to well-being. 
Regulatory ability emerged as the strongest predictor of well-being, replicating the 
findings from Study 1. The second strongest but less consistent predictor of well-being was 
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averaged means used. Positive well-being, but not negative well-being, were predicted by means 
used to down-regulate NA and to up-regulate or maintain mild PA. Motivation to regulate affect 
was mostly unrelated to well-being after ability and means were considered. 
 
  







Across two studies using within and between-participant designs, we probed how the 
three hedonic affect regulation tasks (HeARTs)—down-regulating NA, up-regulating PA, and 
maintaining PA—relate to positive and negative well-being. For each task, we examined 
individual effects of regulatory processes including motivation, ability, and means (or strategies). 
We found that the down-regulation of NA was a robust predictor of improved positive well-
being indices and reduced negative indices. Nevertheless, after controlling for down-regulating 
NA, both up-regulating and maintaining PA improved the prediction of well-being. These 
findings provide evidence for the additional benefits of enhancing and maintaining pleasant 
feelings beyond reducing negative feelings. Moreover, the incremental effects of up-regulating 
or maintaining PA on well-being were similar, suggesting that both regulation tasks are equally 
important in the pursuit of well-being.  
The current research contributes to the literature by being the first to simultaneously 
examine the effects of regulating PA and NA on affective and well-being while encompassing 
key regulatory processes such as motivation, ability, and means. It confirms and expands upon 
previous affect regulation research, which has established that the down-regulation of NA (e.g. 
Catanzaro & Mearns, 1990; Webb et al., 2012) is linked to positive and negative affective 
outcomes. The current research also resonates with the theoretical and empirical account of the 
unique salutary effects of positive affective processes on mental and physical health (DeSteno, 
Gross, & Kubzansky, 2013; Steptoe, Dockray, & Wardle, 2009) and with the link between the 
active cultivation of PA and improved well-being established in the positive psychology 
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literature (Quoidbach et al., 2015; Sin & Lyubormirsky, 2009). By testing the incremental 
benefits of increasing and maintaining PA beyond reducing NA, the current research takes a step 
towards uniting the affect regulation and positive psychology literatures. It shows that when 
individuals regulate their affect matters for their well-being and highlights the importance of 
regulating PA, a topic largely missing from affect regulation research (e.g. Webb et al., 2012; 
Parkinson & Tortedell, 1999; Garnefski, Kraaij, & Spinhoven, 2001).  
Another novel contribution of this research is that it construes affect regulation in terms 
of tasks. The term task encompasses the affect regulation goal, triggering affects, processes, and 
outcomes of regulation, and is in line with an action-control perspective (Webb et al., 2012). The 
HeARTs framework, therefore, allowed us to distinguish and compare the specific regulation 
tasks (i.e. down-regulate NA, up-regulate PA, and maintain PA) and comprehensively examine 
the regulation processes (i.e. motivation, ability, means). This integrative framework thus 
provides a foundation for future projects to examine both the regulation of PA and NA and 
facilitates the cross-talks between multiple research lines, including self-regulation, affect 
regulation, and positive psychology. In addition, researchers have increasingly studied affect 
regulation motivated by instrumental goals (e.g., the motivation to perform certain behaviors) 
besides hedonic goals (Tamir, 2011). As the current framework takes into account multiple 
features of affect regulation, including the goal of regulation, it may also be used flexibly to 
study affect regulation embedded in specific situations and in the pursuit of specific behavioral 
goals as well as hedonic goals. 
The current research has also found that not all regulation processes predicted well-being 
equally. Across the two studies, perceived ability was the best predictor for all regulation tasks, 
predicting higher levels of positive well-being indicators and lower levels of ill-being indicators. 
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Perceived ability to regulate affect has been proposed to influence whether the person initiates 
affect regulation (Tamir & Mauss, 2011) and has been experimentally shown to cause actual 
regulation success (Bigman, Mauss, Gross, & Tamir, 2015). Moreover, perceived ability has 
been also linked to more efficient usage of objectively measured regulatory resources during 
affect regulation (Niven et al., 2013). Our findings thus confirm the link between greater 
perceived regulation ability to beneficial affect-related outcomes shown in previous research 
(Côté et al., 2014; Mestre et al., 2017). 
The second most important but less consistent predictor of well-being was the means that 
participants used to regulate affect (e.g. spend time with friends, think about a pleasant past time, 
look on the bright side of a situation, and express positive affect). For both up-regulating and 
maintaining PA and down-regulating NA, regulation means appeared to predict positive indices 
the majority of the time, but rarely negative indices. Previous research shows that taking actions 
to feel more positive generally does lead to more positive well-being outcomes, especially with 
suitable means (Catalino et al., 2014; Lyubomirsky et al., 2011). On the other hand, negative 
affective events happen less frequently than positive affective events in general (Diener et al., 
2015) and in the current data. Hence, there may be fewer opportunities for participants to use the 
variety of means here to modulate negative affective experiences, potentially explaining why 
means were not as strongly related to negative indices as to positive indices.  
Finally, motivation to regulate is unrelated to well-being, after regulation ability and 
means were considered. This is in line with the findings that even though motivation may be 
required to initiate regulation, it is insufficient for regulation success (Lyubormirsky, 2011). 
Similarly, many individuals fail to pursue positive feelings despite strongly desiring them 
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(Mauss et al. 2011). Therefore, although a will may be necessary, focusing on improving 
regulation skills and ability would result in a more successful pursuit of well-being. 
 
Limitation and future directions 
Our studies have several limitations. First, the studies were correlational, so we cannot 
infer that affect regulation, especially upregulating or maintaining PA, lead to higher well-being. 
That said, previous randomized control interventions have shown that enact effective strategies 
to upregulate PA can lead to better affective and well-being outcomes (Quoidbach, 2015). Still, 
the relationship between affect regulation and well-being can also be reciprocal, in that a greater 
sense of well-being may cause people to be more motivated, feel more able, and enact more 
means to regulate their affect. For example, happiness and pleasant emotions may help an 
individual accumulate more personal resources, (e.g. Fredrickson, 2013, Lyubormirsky, King, & 
Sheldon, 2005), which then aid their ability to successfully regulate affect. Alternatively, other, 
unmeasured variables may influence both well-being and affect regulation. Future research 
should focus on testing the prospective, causal effect of enacting regulation tasks on well-being. 
Researchers can use several methods such as experience sampling, daily diary, or day 
reconstruction method to track individuals’ affect regulation and well-being over time and probe 
the lagged relationship between the two variables. To draw a stronger causal inference, 
researchers may conduct experiments that randomly assign participants to focusing on enacting 
different affect regulation tasks and measure the ensuing short-term and long-term well-being 
outcomes. 
Second, our measures of affective outcomes and regulatory processes were self-reports. 
These measures may not assess participants’ actual affective experiences and motivation, ability, 
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and means to regulate their affect, but instead reflect their subjective beliefs about these affect-
related processes, which can be inaccurate (e.g. Sheldon, Dunning, & Arnes, 2014). 
Additionally, with self-report, participants may infer regulatory processes from their sense of 
well-being. For example, individuals may think that because they experience greater mental 
health, they must have greater ability to regulate affect, which renders the link between perceived 
affect regulation ability and well-being indices tautological. As participants reported their 
regulation processes before well-being, this scenario becomes less likely but remains plausible. 
Future projects may improve the measures of regulatory processes and affective outcomes by 
supplementing explicit self-reports with implicit/behavioral measures. For example, researchers 
can assess the ability to regulate affect by examining how effectively participants alter their 
affect in lab-based tasks. Affective outcomes could also be measured via other methods such as 
facial EMG and physiology assessments to overcome the limitations of self-reports. 
The third and related limitation is the use of retrospective and global measures of well-
being. These trait measures may reflect individuals’ general beliefs about their affect and well-
being rather than the actual moment to moment experience of them (Robinson & Clore, 2002; 
Kahneman & Deaton, 2010). Methods such as experience sampling, daily diary, or day 
reconstruction method would mitigate participants’ reliance on personal theory in self-reports 
and assess their actual moment-to-moment experience.  
As the current research focuses on the superordinate construct of tasks, we did not 
examine individual regulation means or means types. It is possible that individuals may prefer 
different means for different regulation tasks. These means may also vary in effectiveness for 
different tasks and situations. For instances, distraction may improve mood in distressing 
situations, but may also reduce positive feelings in pleasant situations. Studying regulation 
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means with more specificity will help determine the frequency of individual means and their 
contextualized effectiveness for different regulation tasks. 
Here, we focused on comrehensively examining upregulating and maintaining positive 
affect at different levels of trigger intensity (neutral, mildly, moderately, and very positive affect) 
and showed that they all provide incremental benefits above downregulating NA. Despite this 
methodological trength, we only measured participants’ regulation of NA once without the 
distinction of NA trigger intensity in order to minimize burden on participants. This created two 
potential issues. First, we might not have represented the regulation of NA as adequately as that 
of PA. Nevertheless, we only compared pairs of regulation taks and therefore did not necessarily 
favored one type of regulation over the other. Second, unlike PA, we were unable to determine 
the intensity of NA participants reported regulating. That said, because we instructed participants 
to think about multiple “moments” of affective experience in “everyday life”, we assumed that 
the intensity and typicality of NA participants reported regulating were representative of their 
everyday experience. Future research could examine how NA trigger intensity impacts the extent 
to which regulation processes contribute to well-being outcomes (e.g. Fabes & Eisenberger, 
1997; Sheppes & Gross, 2013) 
Finally, MTurk participants, despite being more diverse than typical college samples, are 
unrepresentative of the general population (Keith, Tay, & Harms, 2017). For example, MTurkers 
have higher unemployment rate and social anxiety than the general population. Studying 
different samples would enhance the generalizability of the current findings.  
Conclusion 
The affect regulation literature often neglects the regulation of positive affect, whereas 
positive psychology studies that examine the up-regulation and maintenance of positive affect 
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have not clearly distinguish them from down-regulating negative affect. Addressing this issue, 
the current research is the first to simultaneously examine regulation to reduce NA and to 
increase and maintain PA, with a focus on their effect on well-being. To achieve this, we 
introduced an integrative framework that construes hedonic affect regulation as tasks (HeARTs) 
and encompasses key regulatory processes. Using this framework, we have demonstrated that 
increasing and maintaining PA benefits well-being beyond reducing NA. These findings testify 
to the utility of actively pursuing happiness beyond alleviating suffering, a common but rarely 
examined assumption in the positive psychology literature. By doing so, the current research 
takes an important step toward facilitating the cross-talk between the affect regulation and 
positive psychology literatures and lays a framework for future research to study different affect 














Table 1  
Hierarchical Regression of Positive and Negative Well-being Composite on Motivation and Ability for Down-regulating Negative Affect and Up-
regulating or Maintaining Positive Affect (Study 1) 
  Positive Well-being Composite  Negative Well-being Composite 
 r β1 β2 ΔR2 r β1 β2 ΔR2 
Step 1         
1. Down-regulate negative affect 
 
  .40*** 
 
  .27*** 
  - Motivation .32*** .08   -.17**  .05   
  - Ability .63*** .59***   -.52*** -.54***   
Step 2         
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral    .04***    .03*** 
  - Motivation .30*** .08 .06  -.06 .03 .15  
  - Ability .56*** .42*** .24*  -.42*** -.43*** -.21  




  .05*** 
  - Motivation .29*** .09 .06  -.06 .05 .18  
  - Ability .57*** .41*** .27**  -.44*** -.40*** -.30***  




  .03** 
  - Motivation .26** .11 .08  -.01 .05 .16  
  - Ability .50*** .46*** .23**  -.33*** -.47*** -.19  




  .10*** 
  - Motivation .05 .07 -.02  .15* .04 .22***  
  - Ability .54*** .45*** .27***  -.48*** -.35*** -.34***  
2e. Maintain moderately positive affect    .08***    .05*** 
  - Motivation .16* .06 .10  -.01 .04 .05  
  - Ability .57*** .43*** .30***  -.47*** -.39*** -.27***  




  .06*** 
  - Motivation .20** .09 .09  .06 -.01 .13  
  - Ability .58*** .41*** .33***  -.44*** -.38*** -.27***  
Note.  β1 and β2 are standardized coefficients for the regulatory tasks of down-regulating negative affect and up-regulating or maintaining positive 





   
Table 2 
Hierarchical Regression of Positive and Negative Well-being Composite on Motivation and Ability for Down-regulating Negative Affect and Up-
regulating or Maintaining Positive Affect (Study 2) 
  Positive Well-being Factor  Negative Well-being Factor 
Step/Predictor r β1 β2 ΔR2 r β1 β2 ΔR2 
Full sample         
1. Down-regulate negative affect    .42***    .41*** 
  - Motivation .41*** .10*   -.32*** .02   
  - Ability .64*** .59***   -.64*** -.65***   
By condition         
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral 
 
  .12*** 
 
  .09*** 
  - Motivation .35*** .05 .16*  -.07 .08 .10  
  - Ability .60*** .40*** .34***  -.52*** -.44*** -.36***  
2b. Up-regulate PA from mildly positive 
 
  .09*** 
 
  .04* 
  - Motivation .33*** .09 .13†  -.14 -.03 .07  
  - Ability .49*** .40*** .25**  -.44*** -.53*** -.26**  
2c. Maintain mildly positive affect 
 
  .01 
 
  .02† 
  - Motivation .09 .04 .02  -.00 .07 .04  
  - Ability .56*** .58*** .14  -.59*** -.61*** -.21*  
2d. Maintain moderately and very positive affect 
 
  .14*** 
 
  .10*** 
  - Motivation .23* -.07 .07  -.05 .06 .10  
  - Ability .71*** .40*** .45***  -.63*** -.37** -.44***  
Note. β1 and β2 are standardized coefficients for the regulatory tasks of down-regulating negative affect and up-regulating or maintaining positive 
affect respectively. For down-regulating negative affect (the first row), β1 and ΔR2 is obtained from the regression using the entire sample (N = 
478). Subsequent estimates are obtained from subsets of the sample that include pair of positive and negative regulation conditions. †p < .10 * p < 







Hierarchical Regression of Negative Well-being Outcomes on Motivation, Ability, and Strategies for Down-regulating Negative Affect 
and Up-regulating or Maintaining Positive Affect (Study 2) 
 
   Positive Well-being Factor  Negative Well-being Factor 
Step/Predictor r β1 β2 ΔR2 r β1 β2 ΔR2 
Full sample         
1. Down-regulate negative affect 
 
  .50*** 
 
  .41*** 
  - Motivation .41*** .01   -.32*** .03   
  - Ability .64*** .45***   -.64*** -.62***   
 - Means .60*** .36***   -.37*** -.05   
By condition         
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral 
 
  .08*** 
 
  .09** 
  - Motivation .35*** -.01 .03  -.07 .08 .12  
  - Ability .60*** .32*** .28***  -.52*** -.47*** -.34***  
 - Means .55*** .23* .15  -.22* .10 -.11  
2b. Up-regulate PA from mildly positive 
 
  .09*** 
 
  .05** 
  - Motivation .33*** .00 .00  -.14 .00 .13  
  - Ability .49*** .40*** .21*  -.44*** -.51*** -.25**  
 - Means .48*** .10 .28*  -.23* -.09 -.07  
2d. Maintain mildly positive affect 
 
  .04** 
 
  .04* 
  - Motivation .09 -.06 -.10  -.00 .10 .05  
  - Ability .56*** .39*** .20**  -.59*** -.53*** -.23**  
 - Means .52*** .32** .19*  -.20* -.25* .12  
2e. Maintain moderately and very positive affect 
 
  .14*** 
 
  .11*** 
  - Motivation .23* -.09 .06  -.05 .07 .05  
  - Ability .71*** .34** .44***  -.63*** -.41*** -.46***  
 - Means .32*** .11 .03  -.08 .04 .11  
Note. β1 and β2 are standardized coefficients for the regulatory tasks of down-regulating negative affect and up-regulating or maintaining 
positive affect, respectively. For down-regulating negative affect (the first row), β1 and ΔR2 is obtained from the regression using the 
entire sample (N = 478). Subsequent estimates are obtained from subsets of the sample that include pair of positive and negative 






Table S1.  
Factor loadings and communalities based on two factor analyses with oblimin rotation for 
positive and negative wellbeing outcome measures (Study 1) 
 Factor loading  
Scales Positive WB 
outcomes 
(α = .91) 
Negative WB 




Positive Affect (PANAS) .816  .601 
Positive Affect (mDES) .917  .770 
Emotional WB .759 -.217 .788 
Psychological WB .736  .566 
Social WB .835  .831 
Negative Affect (PANAS)  .767 .701 
Negative Affect (mDES)  .858 .721 
Depression (DASS_21) - .418 .597 .780 
Anxiety (DASS_21)  .819 .575 
Stress (DASS_21)  .836 .725 
Total Eigen value 5.969 1.746  
% of total variance explained 59.694 17.460  







Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations between Well-Being Outcomes and Motivation and Ability to Regulate Emotions (Study 1) 










































Predictors M SD α r r r r r r r r r r r r 
1. Down-regulate negative affect                            
       - Motivation 5.85 1.28 .83 .32*** -.17** .29*** .35*** .24*** .16* .31*** -.15* -.15* -.21*** -.11† -.19** 
       - Ability 3.90 1.43 .82 .63*** -.52*** .51*** .56*** .58*** .46*** .59*** -.48*** -.46*** -.56*** -.35*** -.48*** 
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral                            
      - Motivation 4.58 1.54 .94 .30*** -.06 .34*** .35*** .19** .21*** .23*** -.11† -.10 -.15* .06 -.02 
      - Ability 4.41 1.18 .68 .56*** -.42*** .49*** .53*** .54*** .33*** .51*** -.41*** -.37*** -.45*** -.29*** -.38*** 
2b. Up-regulate PA from mildly positive                            
      - Motivation 4.43 1.50 .94 .29*** -.06 .37*** .35*** .16** .24*** .21** -.13* -.08 -.14* .05 -.06 
      - Ability 4.46 1.20 .75 .57*** -.44*** .52*** .54*** .53*** .36*** .52*** -.41*** -.40*** -.49*** -.29*** -.40*** 
2c. Up-regulate PA from moderately positive                            
      - Motivation 3.92 1.69 .94 .26** -.01 .35*** .34*** .13* .22*** .15* -.05 -.06 -.10† .12† -.03 
      - Ability 4.29 1.37 .78 .50*** -.33*** .46*** .49*** .41*** .34*** .44*** -.32*** -.31*** -.40*** -.18** -.31*** 
2d. Maintain mildly positive affect   
 
                      
      - Motivation 4.95 1.27 .91 .05 .15* .10 .10 -.06 .06 .04 .10† .11† .10† .22***  .10† 
      - Ability 4.95 1.13 .74 .54*** -.48*** .39*** .45*** .53*** .36*** .54*** -.47*** -.42*** -.49*** -.31*** -.43*** 
2e. Maintain moderately positive affect                            
     - Motivation 5.77 1.16 .90 .16* -.01 .23*** .20** .05 .04 .14* -.06 .02 -.08  .06  .03 
     - Ability 4.83 1.27 .78 .57*** -.47*** .49*** .49*** .54*** .37*** .54*** -.44*** -.41*** -.52*** -.35*** -.41*** 
2f. Maintain very positive affect                            
     - Motivation 6.20 1.10 .89 .20** .06 .21** .23*** .10 .16** .18** -.15* .05 -.01  .05  .04 
     - Ability 4.60 1.48 .81 .58*** -.44*** .46*** .52*** .53*** .44*** .53*** -.44*** -.41*** -.51*** -.26*** -.36*** 
 Outcomes M  .00 .00 3.18 2.34 3.40 2.34 3.31 1.58 1.03 .65 .38 .70 
SD  .97 .96   .86   .81 1.26 1.24 1.16   .68   .62 .76 .48 .64 






Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations between Well-Being Outcomes and Motivation and Ability to Regulate Emotions (Study 1) 
  1 2a 2b 2c 2d 2e 2f 
Predictors α M A M A M A M A M A M A M A 
1. Down-regulate negative affect                         
       - Motivation (M) .83 -              
       - Ability (A) .82 .40*** -             
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral                
      - Motivation (M) .94 .20** .28*** -            
      - Ability (A) .68 .25*** .65*** .45*** -           
2b. Up-regulate PA from mildly positive                
      - Motivation (M) .94 .02 .22*** .64*** .33*** -          
      - Ability (A) .75 .22*** .61*** .40*** .75*** .52*** -         
2c. Up-regulate PA from moderately 
positive affect 
               
      - Motivation (M) .94 -.02 .16* .47*** .15* .62*** .27*** -        
      - Ability (A) .78 .10 .48*** .31*** .52*** .42*** .69*** .49*** -       
2d. Maintain mildly positive affect                
      - Motivation (M) .91 .15* .01 .19** -.07 .24*** .01 .30*** .10 -      
      - Ability (A) .74 .28*** .55*** .21*** .57*** .23*** .61*** .12* .50*** .19** -     
2e. Maintain moderately positive affect                
     - Motivation (M) .90 .23*** .04 .36*** .13* .35*** .12† .22*** .08 .45*** .15* -    
     - Ability (A) .78 .22*** .56*** .22*** .64*** .26*** .71*** .08 .64*** -.03 .68*** .12† -   
2f. Maintain very positive affect                
     - Motivation (M) .89 .23*** .04 .27*** .12† .33*** .18** .31*** .19** .27*** .14* .55*** .12† -  
     - Ability (A) .81 .12* .51*** .20*** .58*** .31*** .66*** .21*** .69*** -.09 .56*** .01 .75*** .21*** - 








Correlations among wellbeing outcomes (Study 1) 
  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. Positive outcomes composite  -                       
2. Negative outcomes composite  -.55***  -                     
3. PA (PANAS) .80
*** -.33*** -          
4. PA (mDES) .90
*** -.39*** .77*** -         
5. Emotional WB .90
*** -.62*** .59*** .73*** -        
6. Social WB .78
*** -.42*** .55*** .65*** .67*** -       
7. Psychological WB .93
*** -.57*** .67*** .76*** .83*** .71*** -      
8. NA (PANAS) -.55
*** .88*** -.36*** -.44*** -.56*** -.41*** -.57*** -     
9. NA (mDES) -.48
*** .91*** -.32*** -.34*** -.55*** -.36*** -.51*** .79*** -    
10. Depression -.74
*** .84*** -.52*** -.58*** -.75*** -.52*** -.70*** .71*** .73*** -   
11. Anxiety -.28
*** .78*** -.16* -.16* -.37*** -.23*** -.34*** .58*** .60*** .57*** - 
 
12. Stress -.46
*** .89*** -.30*** -.37*** -.50*** -.39*** -.47*** .71*** .73*** .68*** .71*** - 













  Table S5  
Hierarchical Regression of Positive and Negative Well-being Composite on Motivation, Ability, and Motivation-Ability 
interaction for Down-regulating Negative Affect and Up-regulating or Maintaining Positive Affect (Study 1) 
 Positive Wellbeing Composite Negative Wellbeing Composite 
Step/Predictor β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 
1. Down-regulate negative affect   .42***   .27*** 
  - Motivation .18   .03   
  - Ability .54***   -.53***   
 - Motivation x Ability .18   -.03   
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral   .05***   .04** 
  - Motivation .18 .05  .00 .16  
  - Ability .41*** .19  -.44*** -.19  
 - Motivation x Ability .16 -.11  -.03 .10  
2b. Up-regulate PA from mildly positive   .05***   .05*** 
  - Motivation .16 .06  .05 .18  
  - Ability .40*** .24†  -.40*** -.29***  
 - Motivation x Ability .12 .00  .00 .04  
2c. Up-regulate PA from moderately positive   .05***   .03* 
  - Motivation .19 .09  .03 .15  
  - Ability .44*** .19  -.47*** -.17  
 - Motivation x Ability .15 -.04  -.02 .03  
2d. Maintain mildly positive affect   .05***   .10*** 
  - Motivation .15 -.01  .03 .22***  
  - Ability .41*** .26***  -.35*** -.34***  
 - Motivation x Ability .14 .05  .00 -.01  
2e. Maintain moderately positive affect   .06***   .05*** 
  - Motivation .13 .09  .04 .05  
  - Ability .41*** .28***  -.39*** -.27***  
 - Motivation x Ability .11 .00  .01 .00  
2f. Maintain very positive affect   .09***   .05*** 
  - Motivation .17 .05  -.03 .14  
  - Ability .39*** .32***  -.38*** -.27***  
 - Motivation x Ability .12 -.07  -.03 .01  








Table S6  
Hierarchical Regression of Positive and Negative Well-being Composite on Motivation and Ability for Down-regulating 
Negative Affect and Up-regulating or Maintaining Positive Affect, controlling for the effect of Age and Gender (Study 1)  
 Positive Well-being Composite Negative Well-being Composite 
 β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 
Step 1       
1. Down-regulate negative affect   .40***   .28*** 
  - Motivation .08    .05   
  - Ability .59***   -.53***   
Step 2       
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral   .04***   .03*** 
  - Motivation .08 .06  .03 .16  
  - Ability .43*** .24*  -.43*** -.21  
2b. Up-regulate PA from mildly positive affect 
 
 .06***   .05*** 
  - Motivation .10 .06  .05 .18  
  - Ability .41*** .27**  -.39*** -.31***  
2c. Up-regulate PA from moderately positive affect 
 
 .06***   .03** 
  - Motivation .12 .08  .04 .17  
  - Ability .46*** .23**  -.46*** -.20  
2d. Maintain mildly positive affect 
 
 .05***   .10*** 
  - Motivation .07 -.01  .04 .22***  
  - Ability .45*** .27***  -.35*** -.34***  
2e. Maintain moderately positive affect   .08***   .05*** 
  - Motivation .06 .11  .03 .05  
  - Ability .43*** .30***  -.38*** -.27***  
2f. Maintain very positive affect 
 
 .10***   .06*** 
  - Motivation .09 .09  -.01 .13  
  - Ability .42*** .33***  -.38*** -.28***  
Note.  β1 and β2 are standardized coefficients for the regulatory tasks of down-regulating negative affect and up-regulating or 
maintaining positive affect respectively. The significance of coefficients was corrected using Holm-Bonferroni method. Age 
and gender were entered in step 1 together with motivation and ability to regulate negative affect. Since age and gender 










Hierarchical Regression of Positive Well-being outcomes on Motivation and Ability for Down-regulating Negative Affect and Up-regulating or Maintaining 
Positive Affect (Study 1) 
 
  PA (PANAS) PA (mDES) Emotional WB Social Well-Being Psychological WB 
Step/Predictor β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 
1. Down-regulate negative affect    .27***    .33***    .34***    .21***    .36*** 
  - Motivation .09    .15**    .01    -.03    .09    
  - Ability .48***    .50***    .58***    .47***    .56***    
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral     .06***     .06***     .05***     .01     .03** 
  - Motivation .08 .15*   .14** .13*   .02 -.06   -.04 .08   .09† .00   
  - Ability .30*** .21**   .32*** .22**   .39*** .30***   .44*** .01   .41*** .23**   
2b. Up-regulate PA from mildly positive     .10***     .08***     .06***     .02*     .04*** 
  - Motivation .11* .20*   .17** .16**   .01 -.10†   -.02 .13†   .10† -.02   
  - Ability .30*** .21**   .32*** .23**   .39*** .34***   .41*** .04   .39*** .27***   
2c. Up-regulate PA from moderately 
positive     .10***     .10***     .03**     .03*     .04*** 
  - Motivation .13 .21***   .19*** .19**   .03 -.05   -.01 .10   .11* -.03   
  - Ability .34*** .18**   .36*** .21**   .48*** .21**   .40*** .11   .44*** .24***   
2d. Maintain mildly positive affect     .02*     .03**     .08***     .02†     .07*** 
  - Motivation .07 .06   .13* .04   .01 -.13*   -.05 .04   .07 -.03   
  
- Ability .41*** .13†   .41*** .18**   .39*** 
 
.33***   .40*** .14*   .39*** .31***   
2e. Maintain moderately positive affect     .09***     .06***     .08***     .02†     .07*** 
  - Motivation .05 .17**    .12* .14**    .01 .00   -.04 .02   .07 .08   
  




*   .40*** 
 
.31***   .39*** .16*   .40*** .30***   
2f. Maintain very positive affect     .07***     .10***     .08***     .07***     .08*** 
  - Motivation .09 .12*   .15** .12*   .04 .00   -.04 .11†   .10† .08   
  - Ability .35*** .24***   .34*** .30***   .40*** .32***   .34*** .25***   .40*** .30***   
Note. β1s and β2s respectively represent the coefficients of negative affect regulation predictors and positive affect regulation predictors. 









Hierarchical Regression of Negative Well-being Outcomes on Motivation and Ability for Down-regulating Negative Affect and Up-regulating or Maintaining 
Positive Affect (Study 1) 
 NA (PANAS) NA (mDES) Depression Anxiety Stress 
Step/Predictor β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 




.23***   
 
.22***   
 
.32***   
 
.12***     .23*** 
  - Motivation  .05 
 
  .05 
 
  .02 
 
  .04 
 
  .01     
  - Ability -.50*** 
 
  -.48*** 
 
  -.57*** 
 
  -.36*** 
 
  -.48***     
2a. Up-regulate PA from 
neutral 
    .02*     .01     .02†     .05**     .03** 
  - Motivation  .04 .08   .04 .07   .01 .05   .01 .22**   -.01  .18**   
  - Ability -.38*** -.21**   -.40*** -.15†   -.47*** -.18*   -.28** -.21*   -.39*** -.20*   
2b. Up-regulate PA from 
mildly positive 
    .03*     .03**     .04**     .05**     .04** 
  - Motivation  .05 .07   .05 .13†   .01 .09   .05 .24***   .01  .16*   
  - Ability -.37*** -.23**   -.35*** -.27**   -.42*** -.28***   -.26** -.27**   -.35*** -.27***   
2c. Up-regulate PA from 
moderately positive 
    .02†     .01†     .02**     .04**     .02* 
  - Motivation  .04 .10   .04 .09   .00 .07   .05 .24***   .00  .12†   
  - Ability -.43*** -.17*   -.42*** -.15*   -.48*** -.20**   -.33*** -.15*   -.42*** -.17***   
2d. Maintain mildly positive 
affect 
    .09***     .07***     .07***     .09***     .07*** 
  - Motivation  .05 .16**   .04 .16**   .01 .16**   .01 .27***   .00  .16**   
  - Ability -.31*** -.34***   -.32*** -.28***   -.40*** -.31***   -.22** -.24**   -.32*** -.29***   
2e. Maintain moderately 
positive affect 
    .04***     .03**     .06***     .04**     .03** 
  - Motivation  .06 -.03  ` .04 .05   .02 -.03   .01 .09   -.01 .07   
  - Ability -.36*** -.25***   -.36*** -.22**   -.41*** -.30***   -.22** -.24***   -.36*** -.21**   
2f. Maintain very positive 
affect 
    .06***     .05***     .07***     .01     .03* 
  - Motivation -.01 .12*   -.01 .12*   -.04 .08   .00 .09   -.04  .10†   
  - Ability -.33*** -.30***   -.33*** -.26***   -.38*** -.33***   -.29*** -.13†   -.37*** -.19**   
Note. β1s and β2s respectively represent the coefficients of negative affect regulation predictors and positive affect regulation predictors. 










Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations between Well-Being Outcomes and Motivation, Ability, and Means to Regulate Emotions (Study 2) 



































 Predictors M SD r r r r r r r r r r 
1. Down-regulate negative affect                     
  - Motivation 5.43 1.35 .41*** -.32*** .39*** .40*** .26*** .37*** -.24*** -.27*** -.31*** -.34*** 
  - Ability 3.87 1.41 .64*** -.64*** .51*** .56*** .54*** .66*** -.53*** -.52*** -.61*** -.69*** 
 - Means 3.94 1.05 .60*** -.37*** .56*** .60*** .47*** .47*** -.28*** -.26*** -.37*** -.43*** 
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral               
  - Motivation 4.16 1.39 .35*** -.07 .38*** .34*** .23* .31**  .01 -.01 -.11 -.12 
  - Ability 4.76 1.02 .60*** -.52*** .50*** .54*** .46*** .63*** -.43*** -.45*** -.48*** -.56*** 
 - Means 4.20 .97 .55*** -.22* .55*** .56*** .42*** .41*** -.13 -.15† -.22* -.28** 
2b. Up-regulate PA from mildly 
positive  
             
  - Motivation 4.09 1.61 .33*** -.14 .36*** .34*** .29** .21* -.18† -.11 -.13 -.11 
  - Ability 4.57 1.26 .49*** -.44*** .47*** .48*** .33*** .45*** -.38*** -.37*** -.43*** -.43*** 
 - Means 4.21 1.00 .48*** -.23* .48*** .50*** .41*** .32*** -.21* -.20* -.22* -.23* 
2c. Maintain mildly positive affect               
  - Motivation 5.24 1.01 .09 -.00 .15 .09 .08 .02 .06 -.01 -.03 -.01 
  - Ability 4.84 1.18 .56*** -.59*** .42*** .44*** .51*** .63*** -.49*** -.49*** -.59*** -.62*** 
 - Means 4.14 1.00 .52*** -.20* .52*** .55*** .39*** .36*** -.09 -.18* -.20* -.26** 
2d. Maintain moderately  
and very positive affect  
             
  - Motivation 6.16 .91 .23* -.05 .20* .33*** .05 .12 -.01 -.05 -.04 -.07 
  - Ability 4.76 1.27 .71*** -.63*** .51*** .66*** .52*** .70*** -.49*** -.52*** -.60*** -.68*** 
 - Means 4.44 .70 .32*** -.08 .22* .38*** .16† .25** -.10 -.02 -.04 -.14 
Outcomes M .00 .00 3.23 2.34 4.41 4.62 1.71 1.00 1.74 2.07 SD .96 .96 .88 .81 1.59 1.62 .80 .82 .66 .71 








Correlations between processes (motivation, ability) of down-regulating negative affect and up-regulating 
or maintaining positive affect (Study 2) 
 
  Down-regulate negative affect  
 Alpha Motivation Ability Means    
1. Down-regulate negative affect (N = 478)        
  - Motivation .84           -        
  - Ability .83 .50***           -      
 - Means .94 .46*** .52***            -    
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral (N = 123)        
  - Motivation .91 .25** .22* .43***    
  - Ability .59 .39*** .50*** .41***    
 - Means .94 .32*** .30*** .79***    
2b. Up-regulate PA from mildly positive (N = 117)          
  - Motivation .94 .23** .16† .48***    
  - Ability .75 .45*** .36*** .32***    
 - Means .94 .34*** .13 .71***    
2d. Maintain mildly positive affect (N = 119)        
  - Motivation .91 .32*** .06 .27**    
  - Ability .84 .46*** .68*** .30***    
 - Means .94 .35*** .28** .76***    
2e. Maintain moderately and very positive affect (N = 119)          
  - Motivation .90 .42*** .08 .15†    
  - Ability .81 .34*** .65*** .43***    
 - Means .87 .18† .21* .46***    








Correlations among wellbeing outcomes (Study 2)   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Positive outcomes composite -           
2. Negative outcomes composite -.77*** -          
3. PA (PANAS)  .85*** -.58*** -         
4. PA (mDES) .94*** -.66*** .77*** -        
5. Life Satisfaction .83*** -.71*** .60*** .69*** -       
6. Subjective Happiness .90*** -.78*** .67*** .76*** .75*** -      
7. NA (PANAS) -.60*** .90*** -.44*** -.49*** -.57*** -.62*** -     
8. NA (mDES) -.63*** .93*** -.45*** -.55*** -.60*** -.65*** .85*** -    
9. Depression -.76*** .96*** -.58*** -.65*** -.71*** -.77*** .80*** .84*** -   
10. Anxiety -.83*** .94*** -.66*** -.71*** -.74*** -.83*** .80*** .81*** .88*** -  









Hierarchical Regression of Negative Well-being Outcomes on Motivation, Ability, and Strategies for Down-
regulating Negative Affect and Up-regulating or Maintaining Positive Affect, controlling for the effect of Age and 
Gender (Study 2) 
 
  Positive Well-being Factor Negative Well-being Factor 
Step/Predictor β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 
Full sample       
1. Down-regulate negative affect   .50***   .42*** 
  - Motivation .01   .04   
  - Ability .45***   -.60***   
 - Means .35***   -.07   
By condition       
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral   .08***   .09** 
  - Motivation -.01 .03  .09 .11  
  - Ability .32*** .29***  -.45*** -.34***  
 - Means .21* .16  .08 -.09  
2b. Up-regulate PA from mildly positive   .09***   .05** 
  - Motivation .00 .00  .03 .12  
  - Ability .40*** .21*  -.52*** -.25**  
 - Means .09 .29*  -.07 -.12  
2d. Maintain mildly positive affect   .04**   .04* 
  - Motivation -.05 -.12†  .10 .07  
  - Ability .39*** .21**  -.51*** -.24**  
 - Means .32** .20*  -.25* .09  
2e. Maintain moderately and very positive affect   .13***   .10*** 
  - Motivation -.08 .05  .05 .07  
  - Ability .34** .44***  -.36*** -.46***  
 - Means .11 .05  .05 .09  
Note. β1 and β2 are standardized coefficients for the regulatory tasks of down-regulating negative affect and up-
regulating or maintaining positive affect, respectively. For down-regulating negative affect (the first row), β1 and 
Δr2 is obtained from the regression using the entire sample (N = 478). Subsequent estimates are obtained from 
subsets of the sample that include pair of positive and negative regulation conditions. Age and gender were entered 
in step 1 together with motivation, ability, and means to regulate negative affect. Since age and gender were not 
significantly related to well-being in most analyses, their coefficients were omitted from the table. †p < .10  * p < 












Hierarchical Regression of Positive Well-being outcomes on Motivation and Ability for Down-regulating Negative Affect and Up-regulating or 
Maintaining Positive Affect (Study 2) 
  PAs (PANAS) PAs (mDES) Life Satisfaction Happiness 
Step/Predictor β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 
1. Down-regulate negative 
affect 
  .38***   .44***   .34***   .46*** 
  - Motivation .08   .04   -.10   -.01   
  - Ability .26***   .31***   .45***   .58***   
 - Means .39***   .41***   .27***   .17***   
2a. Up-regulate PA from 
neutral 
  .05*   .05**   .07**   .11*** 
  - Motivation .09 .09  .02 -.01  -.07 -.04  -.07 .07  
  - Ability .09 .22*  .22** .23**  .35** .21*  .49*** .35***  
 - Means .36** .08  .38*** .11  -.03 .30*  -.02 .12  
2b. Up-regulate PA from 
mildly positive 
  .11***   .09**   .03   .06* 
  - Motivation -.02 .06  .04 .00  -.16† .01  .06 -.06  
  - Ability .31*** .21*  .28** .22*  .45*** .08  .46*** .20*  
 - Means .04 .31**  .11 .28*  .23† .21†  .01 .19†  
2d. Maintain mildly positive 
affect 
  .02   .03*   .03†   .06** 
  - Motivation .07 -.06  -.01 -.12†  -.17† -.03  -.12 -.1  
  - Ability .25* .11  .29** .12  .42* .21*  .47*** .30***  
 - Means .28* .21†  .38** .22*  .24† .13  .21* .10  
2e. Maintain moderately and 
very positive affect 
  .04†   .17***   .07*   .14*** 
  - Motivation -.04 .12  -.10 .17†  -.12 -.05  -.05 -.08  
  - Ability .33* .19†  .26* .38***  .28* .38**  .33** .51***  
 - Means .23* -.06  .13 .08  .04 -.01  .02 .04  
Note.  For down-regulating negative affect (the first row), β1 and Δr2 is obtained from the regression using the entire sample (N = 478). Subsequent 








Hierarchical Regression of Negative Well-being Outcomes on Motivation and Ability for Down-regulating Negative Affect and Up-regulating or Maintaining 
Positive Affect (Study 2) 
 
  NAs (PANAS) NAs (mDES) Depression Anxiety 
Step/Predictor β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 β1 β2 Δr2 
1. Down-regulate negative affect   .28***   .27***   .38***   .48*** 
  - Motivation .04   -.01   .03   .05   
  - Ability -.55***   -.53***   -.59***   -.65***   
 - Means .00   .02   -.07   -.11**   
2a. Up-regulate PA from neutral   .09**   .11**   .06*   .09*** 
  - Motivation .06 .16†  .07 .15  .07 .06  .09 .10  
  - Ability -.37** -.32**  -.40*** -.34**  -.46*** -.29**  -.50*** -.34***  
 - Means .13 -.10  .23 -.19  .03 -.04  .02 -.10  
2b. Up-regulate PA from mildly positive   .03   .03   .06*   .05* 
  - Motivation .06 .04  -.03 .12  -.01 .11  .01 .17*  
  - Ability -.47*** -.21*  -.42*** -.21*  -.48** -.25**  -.53*** -.25**  
 - Means -.10 -.04  -.11 -.04  -.01 -.10  -.14 -.04  
2d. Maintain mildly positive affect   .03   .01   .05**   .04* 
  - Motivation .08 .08  .03 .04  .11 .03  .15† .06  
  - Ability -.50*** -.19†  -.51*** -.12  -.43*** -.29***  -.57*** -.24**  
 - Means -.09 .09  -.15 .08  -.32** .17  -.28** .08  
2e. Maintain moderately and very positive affect   .05†   .10***   .10***   .11*** 
  - Motivation .06 .08  .00 .06  .08 .03  .11 .05  
  - Ability -.40** -.31**  -.32* -.46***  -.39** -.43***  -.41*** -.48***  
 - Means .07 .01  .24* .06  -.04 .19*  -.05 .10  
Note. For down-regulating negative affect (the first row), β1 and Δr2 is obtained from the regression using the entire sample. Subsequent estimates are obtained 
from subsets of the sample that include pair of positive and negative regulation conditions. †p < .10  * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Table S15.  
Strategies to Down-Regulate Negative Affect, Upregulate Positive Affect, and Maintain Positive 
Affect (69-Item Scale) 
Strategies/Items 
I go outside (e.g. walk, drive) and enjoy the scenery 
I avoid or get away from negative situations and negative people 
I put myself in a situation I know will make me feel good 
I read a book, news, magazine, etc. 
I do things that makes me happy 
I relax, take a bath/shower, seek a quiet place, or lie in the sun 
I drink alcohol, smoke, or use other substances 
I drink a caffeinated beverage/energy drink 
I exercise or play sports 
I engage in an activity that absorbs all my attention 
I go shopping and buy myself something 
I direct conversations to pleasant things 
I just get on with the day and don't do anything different 
I engage in religious activity or consult my faith 
I go out dancing or partying 
I meditate or do yoga 
I do chores or keep myself busy 
I eat something delicious 
I accomplish something, work towards a goal, make plans, or set new goals 
I listen to upbeat music or my favorite music 
I put off doing chores, duties, or unpleasant tasks 
I seek out and spend time with friends/positive people 
I seek out support and encouragement 
I seek physical comfort/express physical affection to others (e.g. hugging, petting) 
I seek praise from others 
I share my negative events/ feelings with others 
I share my positive events/ feelings with others 
I sleep or nap 
I spend time alone, relaxing 
I take a challenge to the next level 
I try to be helpful to others or do something nice for them. 
I think about ways to solve a problem or improve my situation 
I watch TV, videos, a movie, or go on the internet 
I work on a hobby 
I write in my journal or express my thoughts and feelings artistically 
I use social media (e.g. Facebook, twitter, online forums) 
I avoid, give up, or reduce my effort dealing with a difficult problem 
I play with pets and animals 
I think about the things that are good in my life  
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I think about productive work or how to make myself a better person 
I think about a pleasant past time 
I think about the people that I love 
I distract myself by thinking about something else 
I focus on positive things happening around me 
I think of things that make me happy 
I try to analyze and understand my feelings 
I think of future events I'm looking forward to 
I think about feeling good 
I ignore negative information and avoid thinking about negative things 
I fantasize or daydream 
I imagine or picture happy images 
I think about my accomplishments, good qualities, and future potentials 
I adopt a caring, compassionate attitude toward myself 
I change the way I think about a situation 
I distance myself from the situation or feelings, viewing it from a third person 
perspective 
I express gratitude or think about things I'm grateful for 
I give myself a pep-talk to self-motivate 
I look on the bright side of a situation 
I take life as it is, accept the ups and downs 
I think about myself, the world, and meaning in life  
I think of people who are worse off than me or when I was worse off 
I just let myself feel good 
I savor and enjoy the moment, relishing the experience 
I smile, laugh, or express positive emotions 
I try NOT to express my feelings and “hold it in” 
I act out on my feelings 
I take deep breaths 
I decide to be in a good mood 





Table S16.  
Strategies to Down-Regulate Negative Affect, Upregulate Positive Affect, and Maintain Positive 






I try to be helpful to others or do something nice for them. 
I accomplish something, work towards a goal, make plans, or 
set new goals  
I direct conversations to pleasant things 
I put myself in a situation I know will make me feel good 
I seek out and spend time with friends/positive people 
I go shopping and buy myself something 
I take a challenge to the next level 
I eat something delicious 
I go outside (e.g. walk, drive) and enjoy the scenery 
I relax, take a bath/shower, seek a quiet place, or lie in the sun 
Attention 
deployment 
I think about a pleasant past time 
I think of things that make me happy 
I think of future events I'm looking forward to 
I focus on positive things happening around me 




I give myself a pep-talk to self-motivate 
I take life as it is, accept the ups and downs 
I change the way I think about a situation 
I express gratitude or think about things I'm grateful for  
I look on the bright side of a situation 
Response 
modulation 
I savor and enjoy the moment, relishing the experience 
I smile, laugh, or express positive affect 
I try NOT to express my feelings and “hold it in” 
I share my positive events/ feelings with others 
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